F
amily interaction 1 has long been the object of study by scholars in a wide range of fields, but their ranks have been joined by linguists and linguistic anthropologists relatively recently. Prominent among these have been researchers concerned with understanding children's acquisition oflanguage, such as Shoshana Blum-Kulka (1997) and Elinor Ochs and her colleagues and students (Ochs et aJ. 1996; Ochs & Taylor 1992a , 1992b , 1995 Ochs et at. 1992) . My own interest in family interaction (Tannen 2001 (Tannen , 2003b has developed out of my continuing focus on the language of everyday conversation in general and of interpersonal relationships in particular (Tannen 1984 (Tannen , 1986 (Tannen ,2007 (Tannen [1989 ). In extending my analysis of conversational discourse to the domain of family dis-1. The power connection grid was first presented in Tannen (1994) and is reproduced here with permission from Oxford University Press. The theoretical background on power and solidarity as it applies to mothers is based on sections previously included in Tannen (2003b) . The introductory sections and parts of the analysis of the "homecoming" example also appear in Tannen (20033) . The rest of this chapter is appearing here for the first time. I would like to thank the generous and open-hearted families who participated in the project; the research assistants who shadowed the families. transcribed the tapes, and directed me to examples that matched my interests; and Shari Kendall. who ran the project and without whom I would never have undertaken it in the first place.
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course, I draw upon and contribute to two theoretical frameworks Ihave been developing for a number of year: first, the ambiguity and polysemy of power and solidarity (Tannen 1994) , and second, the linguistic framing of verbal interaction (Tannen & Wallat 1993 I1987], Tannen 1996) .
[ have been developing these frameworks both as a continuation of my overriding goal of understanding what drives interactional discourse and also as a corrective to the widespread tendency to focus on power in discourse. I have argued that in studying interaction, we need to understand power (or hierarchy, or control) not as separate from or opposite to solidarity (or connection, or intimacy) but as inseparable from and intertwined with it. Because relationships among family members are fundamentally hierarchical and also intensely connected, family interaction is an ideal site for exploring the complex interrelationship between power and solidarity.
In the present chapter, [begin by briefly recapping my theoretical framework of power and solidarity. Those who have encountered this discussion elsewhere are encouraged to skip to the next section, wherein I explore the intertwined nature of power and solidarity in the context of the crucial family role of mother. I then examine excerpts from three extended tape-recorded conversations that took place among two of the families in the Work and Family Project in order to demonstrate how exploring the interplay of power and connection adds to our understanding of the linguistic strategies found in family interaction. In each case, I demonstrate that the conversational strategies used by the mother and father are simultaneously, and inextricably, both "power maneuvers" and "connection maneuvers." My analysis and discussion thus add to our understanding of the discourse analysis of interaction in general and to the specific understanding of family discourse.
The Ambiguity and Polysemy of Power and Solidarity
Many researchers have analyzed interaction, in the family as elsewhere, as a struggle for power. For example, Watts (199[:145) , in a book entitled Power.in Family Discourse, defines power as "the ability of an individual to achieve her/his desired goals." Similarly, in a book about family conversatron, Varenne (1992'76) I etal. (1984) write of "control maneuvers" and note that in family therapy, "Conflict takes place within the power dimension of relationships. II My claim is that family interaction (including conflict) also takes place within the intimacy dimension, and we can also speak of-indeed, need to speak of-('connection maneuvers."
Elsewhere (Tannen 1994) , I explore and argue for what I call the ambiguity and polysemy of power and solidarity-or, in different terms, of status or hierarchy on one hand and of connection or intimacy on the other.
By "ambiguity" I mean that any utterance can reflect and create either power or solidarity. By "polysemy" I mean that any utterance can reflect or create both at once. Here I briefly recap this analysis.
In conventional wisdom, as well as in research tracing back to Brown & Gilman's (1960) classic study of power and solidarity, Americans have tended to conceptualize the relationship between hierarchy (or power) and connection (or solidarity) as unidimensional and mutually exclusive;' (See figure 2.1.) In other words, the assumption is that particular utterances reflect relationships governed either by power or by solidarity.
Family relationships are at the heart of this conception. For example, Americans frequently use the terms "sisters" and '(brothers" to indicate «close and equal." So if a woman says of her friend, "We are like sisters," If the family is a key locus for understanding the complex and inextricable relationship between power (negotiations along the hierarchy-equality axis) and connection (negotiations along the closeness-distance axis» nowhere does this relationship become clearer than in the role of a key family member, mother. It surfaces both in the language spoken to mothers and the language spoken by mothers. For example, Hildred Geertz (1989 [19611:20) , writing about The Javanese Family, notes that there are, in Javanese. "two major levels of language, respect and familiarity." (I would point out that, in light of the grid presented above, these are two different dimensions: respect is situated on the hierarchy-equality axis)
whereas familiarity is a function of the closeness-distance axis.) Geertz observes that lavanese children use the familiar register when speaking with their parents and siblings until about age ten or twelve, when they gradu-
I heard this expression from Dave
Ouady, a manager at a company at which 1 was doing research on workplace interaction; he told me that a colleague of his had u~ed the expression to capture their frustration when they found themselves waiting to see a higher ranking colleague.
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all shift to the respect register in adulthood. However, Geertz adds, "Most people continue to speak to the mother in the same way as they did as children; a few shift to respect in adulthood" (22). This leaves open the question whether mothers are addressed in the familiar rather than the respect register because they receive less respect than fathers, or because their children feel closer to them. I suspect it is both at once, and that each entails the other: feeling closer to Mother entails feeling less intimidated by her and therefore less respectful; feeling less need to demonstrate respect paves the way for greater closeness.
Although the lexical distinction between respect and familiar registers is not found in the English language, nonetheless there are linguistic phenomena in English that parallel those described by Geertz in javanese.
Ervin- Tripp et al. (1984) looked at the forms of "control acts" in American family discourse in order to gauge power in that context. They found that "effective power and esteem were related to age" (134). Again, however, "the mothers in our sample were an important exception to the pattern ... " (135). The authors note that mothers in their caregiving role «received non deferent orders, suggesting that the children expected compliance and believed their desires to be justification enough." As with Javanese, one could ask whether American children use more bald imperatives when speaking to their mothers because they have less respect for them, or because they feel closer to them, or (as seems most likely) both.
In other words. American children's use of nondeferent orders to their mothers, like Javanese children's use of the familiar register with their mothers, is both ambiguous and polysemous with regard to power and solidarity.
Power Lines-or Connection Lines-in Telling Your Day Both Blum-Kulka (1997) and Ochs & Taylor (1992a , 1992b , 1995 identify a conversational ritual that typifies talk at dinner in many American families: a ritual that Blum-Kulka dubs "telling your day." When the family mcludes a mother and father (as the families recorded in both these studies did), American mothers typically encourage children to tell their fathers about events experienced during the day. Daddy what happened, older siblings were much more likely to urge younger ones to tell about something that happened than the other way around. Children were most often "problematizees"-the ones whose behavior was judged by others. Rarely were they "problernatizers" -the ones who questioned others' behavior as problematic. This situates children firmly at the bottom of the hierarchy. Fathers were situated at the top of the family hierarchy, as they were the most frequent problematizers and rarely were problematizees.
In keeping with the findings of ErvinTripp et al., mothers found themselves in the position of problematizees (the ones whose behavior was held up for judgment) as often as they were problematizers (the ones who were judging others). In this revealing study, Ochs & Taylor identify a crucial dynamic in middle-class American families by which the family exhibits a power structure with the father at the top and the mother somewhere above the children but below the father. They further show that mothers playa crucial role in setting up this dynamic: "Father as prnblematizer," they argue. is "facilitated ... by the active role of mothers who sometimes (perhaps inadvertently) set fathers up as potential problematizers-c-by introducing the stories and reports of children and mothers in the first place and orienting them towards fathers as primary recipients" (1992b:329). For me, the word "inadvertently" is key. 1 argue that the "Father knows best" dynamic results from gender differences in assumptions about the place of talk in a relationship, and that it reflects the inextricable relationship between power and connection. In this view, the mother who initiates a "telling your day" routine is trying to create closeness and involvement by exchanging details of daily life, a verbal ritual frequently observed to characterize women's friendships, as I explain elsewhere (Tannen 1990) . For her it is a connection maneuver. Thus when she encourages her children to tell their day to their father, she is trying to involve the father with the children in much the way she herself creates involvement. A father, however, who does not routinely ask, "How was your day?"is not necessarily evincing lack of interest in being close to his children.
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Rather, he Iike/y does not assume that closeness is created by the verbal ritual of telling the details of one's day. So fathers, looking elsewhere for reasons that their wives are urging their children to report their activities, may well conclude that they are being asked to evaluate and judge the children's behavior. Thus it is not the mothers' initiation of the "telling your day" routine in itse/fthat sets fathers up as family judge. Instead, the «Father knows best" dynamic is created by the interaction of divergent gender-related patterns.t A linguistic strategy intended as a connection maneuver functions simultaneously as a power maneuver-s-one, however, that compromises rather than enhances the mother's power, or status,in the interaction and in the family. This outcome results from the ambiguity and polysemy of power and solidarity.
AUthe examples that follow illustrate the complex interweaving of power maneuvers and connection maneuvers in family interaction. 1 argue that understanding the interplay of these dynamics adds to our understanding of the linguistic strategies that characterize family interaction, many of which a.re examined and anaJyzed in succeeding chapters in this volume.
Power and Connection in Giving Directions
The first example comes from the family composed of Janel, Steve, and their three-year-old daughter Natalie. (The excerpt was transcribed and identified for analysis by Philip LeVine.) in the interchange, Janet is trying to get Steve to do something_a chore needed for the good of the family. Insofar as she is trying to influence Steve's actions, she may be seen as exercising a power maneuver. Insofar as the action is not for her personal benefit but for the good of the family, sbe may be seen as carrying out a co~nection maneuver. Moreover, the way in which she goes about trying to influence Steve's behavior mixes connection with power. 
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Pernily Talk
Tbecouple is planning to apply for a credit card. Janet has filled out the application,but she feels it should be copied before it is mailed. Since Steve basaccessto a copy machine at work, she asks him to take the materials with himto work the next day, copy the application, attach a voided check as required,and mail it. However, the way in which she asks Steve to do this offendshim, and his protest in turn offends her. This is how the exchange goes:
(I) Janel:Okay, so you'llhave to attach the voided check here, after you make the Xerox copy. Okay?
«Steve takes the papers»
Okay just-Please get that out tomorrow.
I'm counting on you. bubbles. I'm counting on you, cuddles.
Steve: Oh, for Pete's sake.
Janet: What do you mean by that?
Steve:Whatdo YOUmean by that? janet: Oh,honey,I just mean I'm COUNTING on you.
Steve: Yes but you say it in a way
that suggests I can't be counted on.
Janet: I never said that.
Steve: I'm talking about your TONE.
When Steve protests (Oh, for Pete's sake) the way Janet reinforced her re-
quest (I'm counting on you, bubbles. I'm counting on you, cuddles.), he explains that he hears his wife as implying that he is unreliable (you say it in a way that suggests I can't be counted on). Janet protests against his protest: I never said that. Elsewhere (Tannen 2001) I have characterized this
verbal maneuver as "crying literaJ meaning": Janet claims responsibility only for the message of her utterance--the literal meaning of the words spoken-and denies (I never said tha.t) the "metamessage," that is, the manymeanings implied by the way she said those words, which Steve refers to generally as her "tone." This interchange is a complex web of power maneuvers and connection maneuvers. The detailed instructions Janet gives Steve (you'll have to attach the voided check here, after you make the Xerox copy) reinforce the power-maneuver aspect of her giving him an assignment. They suggest a parent giving directions to a child who hasn't enough life experience to know exactly how to carry out an assigned task. relations.) When she repeats the request (Please get that out tOlllorrow) and follows up with the reminder, I'm counting 011 you, then repeals that reminder, she further reinforces the hierarchical dynamic. When Steveprotests, he makes clear that he is experiencing the way in which Janet frames her request as a power maneuver.
Ianer's discourse, however, also includes terms of endearment ("bubbles," "cuddles") that signal the couple's closeness and the affection she feels for Steve. Indeed, the frequent use of these and other highly stylized expressions of affection is part of this couple's "farnilylect," as Cynthia Gordon (2003) I make it perfect. «He joills Kothy ill the kitchell))
You making popcorn?
In the big pot? Kathy: Yes, but you're going to ruin it. In this and succeeding moves, Sam ups the ante from "1 know how" to "I can do it better than you" to "You are an incompetent popcorn maker,"
with the result that the interchange begins to take on the character of an argument:
From the conversation alone) it is impossible to know whose claims are Kathy's injunctions to Sam to Just heat it! Heat it! are power maneuvers insofar as she is trying to get him to alter his actions. They are also connection maneuvers to the extent that she is trying to ensure an outcome that will benefit the entire family (edible popcorn rather than burned unpopped kernels of corn in the pot). Sam, however, resists her suggestions for how to adjust his popcorn making and denies her claims about the ominous nature of the sounds emanating from the pot.
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reinforce and not undermine the intimate connections that constitute their involvement with each other as members of a family. Being in hierarchical relation to each other does not preclude being close, and being closely connected does not preclude being involved in struggle for power. Quite the contrary, being members of a family entails both struggles for power and struggles for connection.
The creation of both power relations and solidarity relations in a single interchange could be seen as evidence for the ambiguity of power and solidarity. In other words, a given utterance could be intended or perceived as establishing either power or solidarity. In this regard, recall that in the first example, Janet is giving Steve detailed and repeated instructions about how to prepare and mail a credit card application; in the second example, Kathy is indirectly criticizing Sam for making their daughter cry; and in the third example, Kathy is trying first to retain control of the activity of making popcorn and then to influence Sam's execution of the same activity. To the extent that Janet and Kathy are trying to alter their spouses' behavior, they are engaging in power maneuvers. However, insofar as they are trying to achieve results that will benefit the family as a whole rather than themselves as individuals, their moves can be understood as connection maneuvers.
Janet's and Kathy's utterances are ambiguous with respect to power and solidarity to the extent that they can be understood either as creating and expressing power relations or as creating and expressing solidarity relations. However. in most of the cases I discussed. speakers' utterances could be seen as creating and expressing both power and solidarity at the same time. Thus, when Janet tried to get Steve to follow her instructions in mailing the credit card application, she was both exercising power and exercising connection. The connection aspect was reinforced by her use of terms of endearment ("bubbles," "cuddles"). And when Kathy tried to explain to Kira as well as to Sam why he made her cry, and how Kira might better manage and express her emotions, Kathy was both creating and expressing her authority as chief childcare provider and also creating and expressing solidarity among the three as a family. Finally, when Kathy exerted efforts to involve Kira in making popcorn, she was acceding to Sam's suggestion that she take Over watching Kira at the same time that she was trying to maintain control of popcorn making.
I am suggesting, then, that whenever researchers examine interaction for evidence of power ti t' th k nego ra ions, eyas themselves how the utterances examined also create and express solidarity relations. 1 am suggesting, moreover, that considering both power and solidarity provides for a deeper and more accurate understanding of family interaction. and that family interaction is an ideal site for exploring and better understanding the ambiguity and polysemy of power and solidarity. When we find ourselves identifying power maneuvers. our understanding of the interaction will be more accurate if we also seek to identify connection maneuvers and to understand how the two types of maneuvers relate to each other and intertwine.
